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Comment on the proposed precedence of pseudocalanidae Sars, 1901 (Crustacea, 
Copepoda) over clausocalanidae Giesbrecht, 1892 

(Case 2557: see BZN 43: 297-299) 


Thomas E. Bowman 

Department of Invertebrate Zoology, National Museum of Natural History, 
Smithsonian Institution, Washington D.C. 20560, U.S.A. 

The application of Andronov & Vyshkvartzeva asking the Commission to conserve the 
calanoid copepod family name pseudocalanidae Sars, 1901 in preference to the older 
clausocalanidae Giesbrecht, 1892, while well intended, should be rejected by the 
Commission. No serious taxonomic or nomenclatural problems are involved, and 
there is little likelihood that any confusion will result from following the principle of 
priority and using clausocalanidae, even though pseudocalanidae has been used 
more frequently in the past. In fact, as Andronov & Vyshkvartzeva mention, since the 
priority of clausocalanidae was pointed out by Bowman & Abele (1982) several 
leading students of the Calanoida have already adopted it. I expect this trend will 
continue, and that in a relatively short time clausocalanidae will be used universally. 
Stability will be served best if this occurs, and I urge the Commission to reject the 
application of Andronov & Vyshkvartzeva. 


Comment on the proposed precedence of Simulium austeni Edwards, 1915 over 
Simuliumposticatum Meigen, 1838 (Insecta, Diptera) 

(Case 2560: see BZN 43: 350-351) 

R. W. Crosskey 

Department of Entomology, British Museum (Natural History), Cromwell Road, 
London SW7 5BD, England 

Heide Zwick 

Schwarzer Stock 9, D-6407 Schlitz, West Germany 

We ask the Commission not to grant Dr Rubtsov’s request to set aside the senior 
name Simulium posticatum (originally published as ‘Simulia posticata) Meigen, 1838 
and give precedence to the junior name Simulium austeni Edwards, 1915. To do so 
would create unnecessary confusion because it is the senior synonym (posticatum) that 
is now in general use. 

Rubtsov bases his application on the premise that the name austeni ‘is in general 
current use’, but this is no longer the case. It is true to say that it ‘was’ in use until 1980, 
but that was only because its junior synonymy had not previously been discovered 
and made known (Zwick & Crosskey, 1981, p. 240). Since then, workers other than 
Rubtsov & Yankovsky (1984) have used the name posticatum, all of them for new data 
that extend knowledge of the distribution or biology of the species concerned; on the 
other hand, the one post-1981 use of austeni (p. 153 in Rubtsov & Yankovsky), consists 
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merely of its inclusion in an inventory of the Palaearctic species of Simulium s. str. 
accompanied by a footnote referring to its synonymy with posticatum . From our 
contacts with interested colleagues we have found no evidence that anyone except 
Rubtsov wishes to use the junior synonym, and we think that the following list of users 
of posticatum since 1981 proves our point: 

Car (1981): taxonomic description and biology, Austria 
Jensen (1984): aquatic faunal distribution, Denmark 
Riihm & Prochnow (1984): faunistics, Schleswig-Holstein, Germany 
Ladle et al. (1985): egg-laying habits 
Timm & Piper (1985): biology and morphology, Germany 
Vincon (1987): riverine ecology, France 
Bass & Armitage (in press): reservoir hydrobiology, Britain 
Welton et al. (in press): ovipositional biology, Britain 
The species concerned has a localized distribution in northern and central Europe, 
and the above references (in the literature of five countries) are clear evidence that it is 
the name posticatum, not austeni, that is in general current use’. It is the name that has 
actually been adopted in the 1980’s by simuliid specialists with varied interests. 

Simulium posticatum is under active research because of its unexplained periodic 
outbreaks. The research body in Britain dealing with this problem (Freshwater Biologi¬ 
cal Association) has adopted the change of name from austeni to posticatum, as have 
other workers. An important discovery of this recent research is that the species has an 
egg-laying behaviour unknown in any other simuliid: this finding (which is likely often 
to be cited in general works on the simuliidae because of its unique character) was 
reported under the name posticatum (by Ladle et al., 1985). We mention this as an 
example— To indicate that it would now be a retrograde step if the Commission 
decided in favour of Rubtsov’s application and thereby obliged everyone to revert to 
austeni . This would be damaging to the new stability using posticatum, and we therefore 
ask the Commission to rule against Rubtsov’s proposal. 
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Comment on the suggested introduction into the Code of the term ‘nomenclaturally 
valid’ 

(Case 2513: see BZN43: 308-309) 

L. B. Holthuis 

Rijksmuseum van Natuurlijke Historie, Postbus 9517, 2300 RA Leiden, The 
Netherlands 

Mr Melville’s proposal to introduce the expression ‘nomenclaturally valid’ could be 
useful, as it defines a stage between ‘available’ and ‘valid’. Available is an objective 
term: with the help of the Code anyone can find whether a name is available or not. 
However, valid is a subjective term: an available name that one taxonomist considers 
valid may not be so for another, so that the Commission cannot rule a name valid, for 
that is the task of the individual zoologist. However, there are two objective nomen- 
clatural criteria which can prevent an available name being used as valid, namely if it is 
a junior primary homonym or a junior objective synonym. It is for available names 
which do not have these failings that Mr Melville has coined the term ‘nomenclaturally 
valid’. 

The expression ‘nomenclaturally valid’ thus indicates names that are given a 
clean bill of (objective) health by the Code, and whose validity depends only on the 
taxonomic views of the zoologist using them. Nomenclaturally valid names remain so 
despite the taxonomic views of individual zoologists. 

The actions of first revisers (cf. Mr Melville’s proposals) do not confer nomencla- 
tural validity, but only govern the precedence of two or more names of equal priority. 
Personally I would suggest the following changes in the Code: 

Glossary: 

nomenclaturally valid name: an available name that, in either the family group 
or the genus group is neither a junior homonym nor a junior synonym, or in 
the species group is neither a junior primary homonym nor a junior objective 
synonym 

valid name: a nomenclaturally valid name which under the the provisions of the 
Code is considered the correct name for a taxon 
conserved name: add ‘nomenclaturally’ before invalid’ 

Article 79a: add ‘or nomenclaturally valid’ after ‘available’ in line 10. 

There may well be other places in the Code (e.g. Article 23) where the expression could 
be added for clarification. 

Mr Melville has kindly informed me that he accepts the points I have made here. 



